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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)
	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 



	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	This manuscript contributes to the scientific discourse by systematically reviewing recent evidence on pandemic preparedness and response systems in the United States, a topic of heightened relevance following COVID-19. By synthesizing data from government reports, peer-reviewed literature, and policy documents, it offers a comprehensive analysis of structural, operational, and policy factors influencing public health resilience.

The study highlights ongoing deficiencies in coordination, workforce capacity, infrastructure, and biosurveillance, providing a foundation for guiding future research, policy adjustments, and resource allocation. Its thematic framework and recognition of research gaps emphasize the need for further empirical work, particularly in implementation science and resilience metrics.

In sum, this manuscript provides a valuable resource for                    re              searchers, policymakers, and public health practitioners, aiding evidence-informed decisions and supporting efforts to strengthen health systems against future global health threats.
	


PART  2.1 (Objective Publication)
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The title is clear and specific, effectively representing the study's focus on pandemic preparedness within the United States and indicating that it is a scoping review.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The text is well-organized and informative, but it tends to be somewhat verbose and could benefit from conciseness to enhance clarity.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The content is pertinent to the topic; however, incorporating additional indexing terms such as “COVID-19 lessons” or “health policy” could enhance its relevance and retrievability.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The text offers a substantial amount of contextual information; however, certain parts exhibit a degree of redundancy.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The objectives are clearly defined and demonstrate a strong correspondence with the chosen study design.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The content demonstrates considerable relevance by integrating insights from policy documents, scholarly literature, and institutional reports.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Concentrating on literature from 2022 to 2025 enhances the temporal relevance of the analysis.

	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The description clearly outlines the databases consulted, the inclusion criteria applied, and the methodology employed, all of which align with established standards for scoping reviews.
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The thematic synthesis is well-executed; however, incorporating a more thorough critical appraisal beyond mere description would enhance the analytical rigor.
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The statement is clearly presented and outlines several potential directions for further research.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The conclusions align logically with the findings and are substantiated by the data presented.
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The study acknowledges its limitations; however, a more thorough critical analysis would enhance this section.
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	The references primarily consist of high-quality sources, including government publications, peer-reviewed articles, and reports from major institutions.
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	While the overall meaning is conveyed, the presence of frequent grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and excessive verbosity detracts from the text’s readability.
	


PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)
	
	Reviewer’s comment


	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The title is clear and specific, accurately conveying the study’s scope, methodological approach as a scoping review, and its geographic focus.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, with minor refinements suggested. The abstract effectively outlines the background, objectives, methods, and principal findings. Nevertheless, reducing redundancy and emphasizing key results along with their implications could enhance clarity and overall impact.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, although minor revisions are advisable. The manuscript adheres to established scoping review methodologies and maintains methodological rigor. Nonetheless, further improvements in linguistic precision, grammatical consistency, and expression clarity are warranted. Moreover, enriching the analysis with a more critical perspective beyond descriptive synthesis would bolster its scientific contribution.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. The citation list is both comprehensive and recent, focusing particularly on sources published between 2022 and 2025. The inclusion of peer-reviewed literature, government documents, and credible institutional reports supports the review’s validity and relevance.
	


	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):



	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript exhibits a solid methodological foundation, with a well-articulated research objective and a thorough integration of current and pertinent literature. It offers a valuable contribution to the domain of public health preparedness and policy. Nevertheless, enhancements in linguistic clarity, grammatical accuracy, and a more nuanced critical examination are required to improve both readability and academic rigor prior to publication.
	


	PART  3: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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